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September 30. 1997

SEP 30'97 9:14 No.003 P.02

TO:

. ,FR:

RE:

• Kay

Belf South C~mplaint

I am personally tracking the following Bell South complaint.

Mr. Neal Haywood, store manager for Jim Adams Super Market IGA, was contacted by
Sandy Sage, an .NOS agent. This customer had been on line with NOS since August .1996
and was paid commission through August 1997. The payphone had alast.cafrin·August
1997 so Sandy Sage cont8cted the property. He wasn't sure why his payphone went off n'.:'~

in the first place but agreed to a three way call with Bell South to reactivate his·payphone'" ., .~.
an NOS carrier.

Sandy Sage and Mr. Haywood called Bett South. The Bell South rep. that took the call told
Mr.· HaYwood that his payphone was already em Teltrust. Mr. Haywood said he did not know
who·Tettrust was, hasn't made any changes to his LO carrier recentty~d certainly doesn't
remember signing anything. The Bell South rep would not honor the customers request to
change the PIC but ·instead told him a marketing rep from Bell Soc.rth payphone wOuld contact
him in 3 business days. This call took place on 9/22197 and .8S of 9/29/97 he has not been
oontacted by Bell South.

I ~rson8f1v have been contacting Mr. Haywood. to see jf he has received a call from Bell
South payphone· division.

Jim Adams Super Market IGA
15730 Highlland
McKenzie, TN 38201
Contact '901352·2266

Payphone II 901-352~9962



IJ; SEP 05'97 10:27 No.on? P.02

I, Kt.J1r-·~ P.oyd do ~robV statft '00 tfflrm the following:
I am tht ,wn.r of Floyd 0" Carnp"ny 'WOI ootltlotod by $6fldy Sage, • roprc••ntattvc of
Nltlonaf Operatur Sorvicea Inc.. on Julv 28, 1Q97 for the ,:Jurpoa, of ch«ngtng the long ~ .
drstlnc. Q"rrlur on 1tM: 2 oal SOW! pl,Ibllo ~ypho,.. at my buslno.a. t agrc.d to ohtng. tho
Clfrler ~ 1.,'=0 etc 613. M,. alC'. QOnferon<*l in Ben South who'VJ•• 8UPpot.d to honor mv
requelf el"<1 ChMgC tho IO~ dlt1anc. to my nww otlOlce. 018 B6U $cum rVPf'llltntaU'lI'415
nllM Ut. ·(felt nlme not glvenl refuwd to nwko tho cnang.. She Informed 1M that •
tepr••6\t~""(l of tt~ e.1IS~h ml!fQltr.g dlpartn"tt'tt WGl.'kS contact "'.. 'ex~.ln~""at I
havo n..'Ver "'.0 • probtemch'~ o.rritflln tht Plst eM couldn't underat••,d why StU
SOUth WlIJ f10t honoring my ~uoftf. Uatl Juet l;.'C Wt. coul<.1 not 00 it now.

Sine, thM phona call. tht Bea South m;rtcaung deplrtCMnt f1C\Iet oontected mo end the
elfrler all Olle :of lOY payphtoor.eG WIG iJarl'"".d to Tft~rurt viltt'lo~'t ",y CClKl!nf.

1M foreao 0 is uua to rh, belt of mv knowtedOO. ln~rmatlon anet bofl.f. ..,."'.
. -~.
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9-05-1997 1: 03PtJl

AFFIDAVIT

FROM R.J COt-1MUN I CAT I ONS 81 8 865 2949

I, -3Qi\e"J rooH~ 7 do hereby state and affirm'the 'following: .
1. My position at is ~-----------
2. This is what happened:
::l- ~e '<Y'\"\*ed 'ib c-,,",c...'1'~"- en,... '"- f i <:... el'"\. 0<.. 0 c..J b /;c

?"t?hof''e 'hr:e..-~'" \\ S.ow~ ,:e-,\, ~ ~o~ "S. C le"""",S)
'd S'ne- <'-00\<:\ Y\o-' do ~o..."". ~v-"'- ~ .. -( :s\-.:<.. would

)~\ ' ~
1""0 ~t:)...v- 5<P,.v1eon -e. -9<-o~~. -.<.. ~o-\.,.:;, d..~-\-.

v~ - . . ,
~ 1\ f'r'>,/ c.,,~o(V'-eC ~he.. ~e..;d ~~<. e.oL?ld 1\'" 0'''<--
.e. <!A. J?......p <.f1...-o-T e<!><J/ci fr7o-Ke ch~e5 &<nd ~er"
-c/o-50 M..2' c0~€..r ~ ~\- (Y\.c..- ~ <'_~ ,,\~. ::.- \r...,:)0~

5V Co-\\ed '.~~~'o:h7 ~\ ~ ~0\ . o...'Ao~·e\ ,e.~ ~

~~ ~o \>('oGe56~d ~~ Oo&.Q..\ \ <"i'."",<!-d..,~ 0.::\- 'r'
,3. The following questionable procedure was performed:' .

(Y\~. c..\e,.(Y"\o('-.'S. 0...'1 ~\\ ~~-- \'o\d ~e-.. ~~e-
, .-f .' C. t... .:::.-n a e ':;) e A

~~ V"O\ o.\,j~OSi\'2.-~q 10 /Yl.~K.e Pi L . v'

:"\ b I . ~O-"'Y ?~'O'n e ~ .VI) ,I~ I

, '

The foreg ·ng is tme to the best of my knowle9ge, information:and b ~lief. .'

q-3 '-<iJ
Date

Subscribed and sworn to in my presence this __day of
My commission expires: ----
Seal
Notary Public

•

1997.
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OLYl\1PIC I NATIONWIDE OFFICIAL LEe COMPLAINT
FORM
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THIS FORM IS TO BE USED TO REPORT ANY QUESTIONABLE
PROCEDURE PERFORMED BY TIlE LEe. IT WILL BE REVIEWED,
AND ACTION MAY BE TAKEN IF NEED BE.

DATE: 5$- <9\
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LEC: ?:fc\\ "~

LEeREP.:~~~......"~
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~-\- ~ . \ ,2
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MEMORANDUM

t.

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

RE:

May 21,1997

Whom it may concern
Bob Patlan

Comptoint against Bell South

".... ,... ..
h/

'.:... ~

Dear Sirs,

Thi$ Is to document my personal. on-going experiences with the Bell-'
South payphone dept. .and the repreeentatives that work in that dept.

On Mav 21 •.1contacted a business called B&B Spirits, and talk to the owner
whose name Is Burton Handmacher. There are 2 payphones and the numbe's
are 404-2QQ.9943 and 404-221-8652. Iwaited with the- euctomer for 20 mint tes
which until recently, is highly unusua~ but now standard waiting time for that
departrrient. We finally got a Bell South·rcprc~tiveby the name of Mrs. King.
We have a set format to follow when doing a 3-way pic change at Bell Soutl
and 1have followed It ltterally 2 years. Lately hoWeVer, ever rep has had a.
different fonnat.thls time Mrs. King ,Uowed me only to telt her my name. She'
quJckly ask for the owner to identify himSelf. he sald he was Burton Handmal:her
the Vice President '

She them without any hesitation ask him for the numbers to the payphone, W'iich
is very unusual beCause we were always allOwed to gIVe trlat Intotmatton tor the
owner in the past. '

After"she got the information, she again put us on hold to make sure th~"Burton
W"clV UltJ aye;,ul· un tt=Wfd. An~r making Ute WtAOUH!lf hold for 5 more Q1inule~ llihe
came on the, line aod said he was not the customer of record. Sutton qui~
brought up the fact that if the old owners name was on the account, Mrs. Kir 9
would have to change or update her reeords. At this point she beeame very'
belligere~ and Insisted that he has nothing to do with the account and she WJuld
nnt di~,LC;.ClRtJrton's 8CCOf.lnt any longer. She did not even tell him to call bal:k.
later so that a new ownership contract could be sent out to him. She then hung
up on mo and the oustomer without even saying wee di$oonneeting.

Call if you have any questions.

Thank you,

'.



5-21-1997 10:09AM

'-
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From ; E~~SSLINK
PHONE 1'10. 702 7'31 2681

5e? e'5 1997 6: 23A11 POl

ID:

AfFIDAVIT

s£r 05'97

.'.

8:25 No.OOl P.03

I, Sondy. Sage do h~tGt>y n:rtA 60" .mnn UtA tOIJuwing: , •
~f1\ 4111 IndnpWlden1 rop~'r1u«ve {or N.1tlontJl ()"Me1~,r Servic.s, 'I,\C. My Job i$ to cootACt

&neas•• that havo pt.IbUc payphoneG iIf1d off~ thc:m An slternativo opGr~(Of se"'~ When
the outltomet iWscts 6nt of tho oerrim Ican offer I (lontetGooa in tho sarvicfng Belf •
Com~. Wfth tht customer dnd Aft« company roprHClntuUv8 on thQ phone ~6U C& crn.ngC 01
C6II'I'i.,. .; t6qUoCftod. At th's pnlnt tho Bell nompoov honor$; fh~ t:tJdomot6 roqv.ttt UlltJ the
roprolfOntlrttw giYe8 tM customor Un Qo1i\'otion {hlte. The nail iv thon tl,ltminaled.

Aecently, Be" South hOI lJtevented "'everEd (If mv oustOf1'len; .rum setec';Uhg _ lang dl$tCloce
car".r of their chaiC<t. On one such 0006810", (COO\¥Cted B~II SouUl with James Oldham, II _.

lxDfnen OWllt'r, on (M conforence cell. Prior to CAllna Sail SOI.tu, Mr, Oldhcm 4u'liIVd \0 u,.e<' ~.
our operator .erv/Qo fot 111$ public PlIyphOn.. A very rudo 9011 South rCIJ(ffsetlt!!1VR named
M~. Bagfey answEn'.d the t':1III. while "tu1Werlng Mrrs. BIIQlcv~ QU8stlonH, Mr. f.lIdl\am h,t'J
trouble ramemhertng the can1er identification Gode fttC) 1/ far tM cartter he had oelocUtd. lie
MW t .... CllfTlt' bUt cou'd not roool( the S digit Cleo Mr. Oldham ~ed fOf' My tltSUitoswe.
Mf'B, Btglov Interrupted aud MId that only the oustomer wet ullowed to ~peck. Whetl1 f
ro.ponded to Mra. BftQtev thet the eustomer Wb:;, caking fO( some help she hung up on the
customer and rne.

Mr. Oldtan and 1cillled flail SOUth '9lln. This tlmo 0 Mra. Stevenson WDS tho BtU South
RoprtlO",8tiVt. Mre. Gto".n$on.aid the Dc" SQCo(th mClfkotlnu t.kIpartmenr would have to ell!
Mr. Oldham with out mt on the lino. Mrs. StwJlnson a rAt'.ord t':honge h.d to IMI done by tht
l1\6t:kotlrag dtflJtfl'1.mCJnt lince Mr. OIdhfIM W••• ~w cuttom.r of record. I auk.d Mrs.
Stevenson If me reAtOn for tNt pnvtte 0.11 was.to offer Mr. Otdhlm the Bell South preferre<J
0""'*, let.trust ? Sh. admltted yea. (oxploln.d (atld Mr. Oldhem oxptetM<J1 tv Mra.
Stevenson thot tho requett waS for o«rrier leG Ctc l)1S. not Taletrullt, Sho laid msybu thiR
would happen but the markuflng depann1ent win IPE'IIk Ttl Mr. Oldham sboUt lelttrus\

privately When ttloy oClIl to do ; ch«ng9 of reoQrd.

~Irtu is I, • 10 the bell1 of IllY knowledoo. Infllfmallon and IlftUel.

M•• S....,~.
Subooriber and !Swom to bofore mo thl~ t)'day of StlpLt1mber 9.1997.





HELEIN & ASSOCIATES, P. C.
ATI'ORNEYS AT LAW

8180 GREENSBORO DRIVE

SUITE 700

MCLEAN, VA 22102

(703) 714-1300 (TELEPHONE)

(703) 714-1330 (FACSIMILE) •

WRI'TBR'S DIRECT DIAL NUMBER:

(703) 714-1301

July 30, J 997
•

Federal Communications Commission
Comm~nCarrier Bureau
Enforcement Division
Enforcement Task Force
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Action Required on Paypltone Competition 
Regional Bell Operating Companies

Ladies & Gentlemen:

to

This firm represents independent payphoJie service providers ("IPSP") which are confronting
strong-arm tactics from the Regional Bell {)petating Companies ("RBOCs") in their efforts to enter
into the provisioning ofpayphone services to location providers ("customer(s)").

The tactics being used by RBOCs such as Ameritech and BellSouth are as follows.

BeJlSouth. BellSouth requires customers to use the long distance carrier (TeltnlSt) BellSouth
selected to cany all long distance traffic from the public payphones on the custome!,,'s premises and
imposing a monthly untariffed charge ofS15 if the customer refuses to select Teltrust. This practice
was confumed by the BellSouth public payphones supervisor. This person confirmed that BeilSouth ..' 
has mailed letters to all BellSouth payphone locations in nine states announcing that Teltrust has
~n selected as BellSouth's PIC. This letter further advises that if end users also select Teltrust,
there will no extra charge assessed; but, ifa PIC other than Teltrust is chosen, a $15 monthly charge
is assessed. In addition, the BellSouth payphone supervisor confinned that BellSouth pays no
commissions to payphone locations who have Teltrust as their PIC.

For semi-public phones, BellSouth follows the same policy. For example, an RV Park
operator in Georgia pays a tariffed $35 per month charge to maintain a semi-public payphone for
campers, visitors and business use, as necessary. When the camp operator didn't change to Teltrust,
the monthly bill from BellSouth increased to $50.
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BellSouth also uses marketing materials to create the false impression that customers are
required by law (the 1996 Act) to reevaluate their long distance PIC'and that BellSouth controls the
entities that may provide local and long distance services to the.customer.

BellSouth uses prepared forms and correspondence which leverages BellSouth's status as
the local exchange carrier to conceal the fact that BellSouth is actually soliciting the customer to
make changes in its authorized agency for purposes ofchoosing a long distance carrier.

Specific instances ofother BellSouth improper tactics about which empirical data has been
developed include, but are not limited to, the following:

While discussing a change in the PIC for two payphones for an oil company operation in a
three-way conference call among BellSouth, an IPSP and the end user, BellSouth's representative
first agreed to the change to a PIC other than Teltrust, then recanted to ~'checkwith her marketing
department" The end user was told to expect a call in two days from BeUSouth's marketing
department and the conversation ended without BellSouth implementing the end user's PIC 
selection.

A business in Marathon, Florida wasslapUn~ Abruptly, payphones at this location stopped
showing any traffic under the existing IPSP seMng this location. This occurred after a site visit by
a BellSouth representative who also informed the end user that if Teltrust was not selected as the
PIC, BellSouth would remove its payphones from the premises.

Ameritech. Ameritech's marketing tactics vary from those ofBellSouth, but have the same
purpose, to gain unfair competitive advantage over IPSPs. -

Ameritech uses a form Letter of Agency appointing Ameritech as the customer's agent to
coordinate all payphone activities. In addition, the LOA contains language which directs the ..
customer's independent PIC to tum oVer to Ameritech all of that PIC's contractual information with
that customer. The LOA contains a clause that if the PIC fails to respond and provide the
information within seven days ofthe LOA's execution, it is deemed that no contract exists with the
PIC, the contract has expired or that the PIC has abandoned its rights. Another clause serves notice
that the customer is not renewing its contract with its PIC and authorizes Ameritech to change its
PIC immediately.

Customers are unaware of the legal import of signing this LOA. This is evident from the
cavalier disregard for the factual reality ofthe status ofany PIC contractual arrangements which the
LOA purports to supersede. No PIC contract or tariff contains provisions permitting it to be
interpreted by a non-party whose interests are adverse to the contracting parties, much less that the
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non-party may interpret that contract as being non-existent, expired or abandoned because of a
condition (failure to respond within seven days) created by the non-party to effect its own ends.

Ameritech's LOA should be held to constitute improper interference with existing IPSP
customer contracts and, hence, clearly illegal under FCC policies and requirements.

For new IPSP customers, Ameritech engages in a different tactic, one contradictory to the
tactic used against an IPSP's existing customers. First, it is necessary to understand that, at present,
Ameritech has contracted with LDDS WorldCom C'LDDS") to be Ameriteeh's chosen long distance
PIC for Ameritech-provided payphone service. Customers are then subjected to a delibe~~ tie-in
arrangement ofAmeritech. -~

.When a customer signs the contract with Ameritech to place payphones on that provider's
premises, the customer is either made to select, or construed by Ameritech to have chosen, LDDS
as its long distance PIC for its payphones, According to an Ameriteeh spokeswoman in Evansville,
Indiana, Lisa [no last name provided], the customer "signs" a contract selecting LDDS as the PIC. 
Once "signed up" however, the customer is not permitted by Ameritech to change that PIC.

In another case, a customer in the hospjiaIity industry was marketed by an IPSP agent. In
a conference call with the agent and Ameriteoh, the customer told Ameritech it had selected a PIC
other than LDDS. Ameritech's representative, Ruth [no last name given], advised that the customer
"had already selected Ameritech." LDDS was not even mentioned. Having made such "selection,"
the customer was not permitted to change its PIC. Ruth then stated- - "Debbie [IPSP agent], you
can't change his 0+. Ameritech is the only one who can offer this." The Ameritech representative
went on to inform both the IPSP agent and the customer that Ameritech was h~aling the long
distance seIVice from here on out.

In still another case, LDDS faxed the IPSP requesting the existing contract between the IPSP..
and the customer. LDDS claimed that the customer had requested that Ameritech provide P1e long
distanc~ to the payphones of the customer.

LDDS knew this customer was this particular IPSP's from LDDS' own database. In effect,
Ameriteeh started out acting as an agent and submits a request to LDDS to change the customer's
long distance service over. LDDS has the customer in its database as the IPSP's customer. LDDS
then sends out a fax and provides the IPSP with 5 days in which to send the IPSP's contract with the
customer to LDDS, or it will switch the customer to Ameritech.

The IPSP investigated the matter. It determined that the customer had never been contacted
by Ameritech or LDDS, and never signed any document or fonn to change his PIC. He also stated
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that he controlled the selection of the PIC. In short, an attempted incidence of "slamming" was
involved.

The IPSP then contacted its own LDDS rep and related the foregoing events and requested
to see Ameritech's contract with the customer. LQDS' IPSP rep eventually got back and reported
the following. The rep requested the contact person's name for the customer and when told,
admitted that was not the name ofthe person who allegedly authorized a switch to Ameritech. The
person who alledgely was involved was not the customer representative who has authority to make
such a decision.

Adding further to the concerns, Ameritech's policy, consistently applied over the p~tlWo
to three years, contradicts its current tactics. Ameritech's past practice bas been not to accept written
contracts to change PICs; insisting instead on hearing directly from the customer by telephone.

Today when Ameritech's preferred telephonic communications procedure is followed, the
results are quite different. For example, recently (July 15, 1997), the IPSP agent arranged a three
way conference call with the customer, herself and Ameritech. The Ameritech representative,
Sharon [no last name given], listened politely to all the infonnation being provided to change the
customer's PIC, then infonned the IPSP and cu.io~er, that the customer records would need to be
checked, placed the parties on hold, but never eame back on line. This was the second such episode
on that same day.

In another incidence, Ameritech's "Sharon" inquired of the customer on-line ifhe was a new
owner because the account ID number did not match with her records. At that point, Sharon abmptly
stated that Ameritech would send the customer a contract for long distance and that AIfleritech would
be handling the long distance and hung up the phone. -

..
Another customer's request to PIC the IPSP during a three-way conference call was denied..

on the basis that the Federal tax ID number was said by Ameritech's "Sharon" to be incorrect. The
\

customer's Federal tax ID number was not incorrect.

Another agent ofAmeritech, Carol [no last name given], also requested the Federal tax ID
number of a customer during a three-way conference call to order service. The customer took a
moment and retrieved the number, but when it was provided, Carol stated - "I noticed that you have
Ameritech on the [pay]phone, I can't make the change [the customer was requesting]." Carol then
simply said "Good-Bye" and hung up the phone. Later, a test call was placed and it was detennined
that the payphone had been previously presubscribed to an LDDS affiliate. Hence, what Carol meant
when she said that this customer was on Ameriteeh, is that having fonnedy presubscribed to LDDS,
Ameritech would not accept the change in this customer's PIC.
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LDDSlWorldcom's role in all this was explained in part by representatives of LnDS as
follows. LDDS takes the position that Ameritech's payphone~ 'are COCOTS and that LDDS
representatives hold LDDS out to the public as a "regulated COCOT vendor."

LDDS is informed that Ameritech is using three methods to sign payphone location providers
to AmeritechILDDS interLATA service - on-site sales calls; telemarketing and bundling a service
request in Ameritech's payphone installation contracts at the time of their execution. LDDS
representatives claimed, however, not to have seen these contracts and also to be unaware that
Ameritech tells customers that if they select LDDS through Ameritech, the customer will not be
permitted to change PICs in the future.

Ameritech's payphone operations are headquartered in Evansville, Indiana, and are
apparently headed up by Marcus Boyd. A telephone conversation with Mr. Boyd provided the
following information.

Ameritech has approximately 230,000 payphones it owns in its five-state territory. It.
employs 50-60 Account Executives ("AEs") who make on-site visits to place Ameritech phones on
premises and arrange for commissions on the coin traffic generated. Using a list of expired site
contracts, AEs are to re-sign these location proyld~rs to new contracts with standard three to five
year terms, although, a one year term may be made available.

All new payphones installed must take LDDS as the PIC, the customer is denied, indeed is
given no opportunity to exercise, any discretion in the selection of the PIC. Nor at this time is the
customer informed that the PIC may never be changed so long as the Ameritech payphone is
installed on the premises. Ifthe customer happens to make inquiry about the PIC, he1she may then
be told that LDDS must be selected and that no change in LDDS as the PIC will be..8Ilowed as long
as Ameritech's payphones are installed on the premises.

Ameritech's installation contract is one page in length, covering placement ofthe phone, and
provisioning of intrastate and Interstate traffic, with a specific reference to providing interLATA
traffic originating from the payphone(s).

The contract does not name the interLATA carrier, that is, does not identify or even mention
LDDS as the PIC for the phone under the contract. This omission is deliberate and explained as
follows. Ameritech is "positioning themselves [sic] to be the long distance carrier" on the payphone
after Ameritech gains the right to enter the interLATA market for long distance.

Although admitting that the AEs probably should disclose LDDS as the PIC, the AE s "are
having a problem with this." In fact, the AEs avoid mentioning that the PIC for the payphone in
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question is being switched to LDDS, so custOJ;ners have no idea that LDDS will be their p~one's
PIC. '

When the contract is turned in by an AE, no verification of the customer's knowledge or
selection ofLDDS is made or attempted. No other I:hecks are run to verify customer service needs
or selections. No check is made whether the AE spoke with the authorized representative of the
customer. No check is made whether the contract and all its terms were discusse4 with the customer.
No mention is made that the PIC is being changed or that the customer has forfeited any rights to
make a change in the future (a restriction enforced with the threat that Ameritech will remove its
phones ifa change is attempted). Although Ameritech receives hundreds of these contracts a day,
no checks on proper signatures or knowledgeable execution are made.

Mr. Boyd admitted that an AE can get anyone to sign the contract and there is a recognized
probability that the premises owner will have no knowledge of what has transpired. While there
appears to be a limited recognition that these procedures, or lack thereof, are not proper, rather than
institute corrective measures, the problem is passed offas being one ofsloppy work on the part of
the AEs - "AEs are not the best with details or paper work."

In almost all cases, location providers wi!1 o~tain a better commission rate from IPSPs than
from AmeritechILDDS. However, given Ameritech's tactics, not only is this fact unavailable to
customers, but its advantage is denied by the coercive methods used requiring selection of LDDS
and Ameritech.

The concern about the coercive tactics, misinfonnation and misrepresentation takes on added
dimension for the smallest location providers. Here, Ameritech employs the United 'States mail to
effect its scheme. For one payphone site, with low volume, Ameritech mails the Contract to the
customer. If the contract is not returned, no commissions at all are paid until they sign the contract.
The mailing of the contract provides no infonnation that explain~ the PIC change being demanded..
or the consequences ofdoing so.

I

Ameritech has generated its own LOA fonn. Ameritech claims this fonn provides it with
the right to act as go-between for the customer by requesting a signed contract from any carrier
serving the payphone at that time. Ameritech is seeking to obtain the PIC's contract with the
customer in order to obtain the contract's start date, expiration date and a signature. Ameritech has
been told by AT&Tthat its contracts with its payphone customers are none ofAmeritech's business
and has rejected the LOA as invalid and ofno effect.

The foregoing episodes present a serious anticompetitive, consumer fraud, slamming and
misuse of the mails, scenario which warrants immediate and effective regulatory intervention and
cure. On a broader basis, it cl~ly shows that, permitted their freedom to "compete" in hitherto
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closed markets, ,the RBOCs' monopoly cultures will rule and control management de~isions,

resulting in abusive tactics designed to ensure continued domiriance over telecommunications
services in the RBOCs' operating territories.

Even more chilling to the prospects ofsuccess for the immense efforts at both the federal and
state levels to replace traditional regulation with open competition, is the message being signaled
here. If the RBOCs will stoop to such low tactics in connection with a small niche market of long
distance services via payphones, what they will attempt in regard to the main market for general long
distance services will be as bad or worse.

Supportive documentation and affidavits are available. It is requested that a meeting- be v

~ged to discuss what action and procedures should be ~osidered to address the co~ms raised

herem. /' ( ./_

,~ LiiU~~'t~
Charles H. Hel .n
Counsel for the
IPSP Ad Hoc Committee
For Consumer Choice

smh\S30\taskforc.ltr


